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troubleshooting knowledge and expertise directly with the product, allowing consumers to solve 

most of their problems entirely on their own and to use Compaq’s help desk as a back up 

facility.”) 

166. Accordingly, Nguyen meets this element. 

D. EZ Reader anticipates claims 26, 28, 30, 31, 33, and 38. 

167. As disclosed in section V.B.4, EZ Reader was an email response system in use at 

Chase Manhattan Bank.  According to the EZ Reader article, it was deployed in the first quarter 

of 1996, and was capable of handling up to 80% of incoming mail automatically. 

168. EZ Reader performs the same functions as the preferred embodiment of the '947 

patent (“preferred embodiment”).  The purpose of both EZ Reader and the '947 patent is to 

automate the handling of electronic messages by classifying the message as either routine—and 

therefore amenable to a stock response—or non-routine, which is then routed to a human agent 

for handling.  (EZ Reader Manual p. 10; '947 patent 2:63-67.)  The similarity of these purposes is 

evident from the fact that Figure 2 of Rice, captioned “Email path through ChaseDirect” is 

almost identical to Figure 1 of the '947 patent, “a block diagram showing the automatic message 

interpreting and routing system of the preferred embodiment of the present invention” ('947 

patent 3:53-55). 
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 The two figures differ primarily in that the rule-based and case-based classification system is 

summarized as a block titled “EZ Reader” in Rice et al. Figure 2, with the contents of the EZ 

Reader block shown in Rice et al. Figure 3, whereas in '947 patent Figure 1 the two figures are 

merged. 
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169. Both the EZ Reader and the preferred embodiment are implemented in the same 

CBR shell, ART*Enterprise (Rice et al. p. 1508; EZ Reader Manual p. 19; '947 patent 5:57-59).  

As noted previously, ART*Enterprise uses the same CBR engine as CBR Express and 

CasePoint.  (See above.) 

170. The paper describing the EZ Reader application was submitted as provisional 

application No. 60/042,494, to which the ‘947 patent claims priority.  Furthermore, half of the 

EZ Reader Manual was submitted as application No. 60/042,656, to which the ‘947 patent also 
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claim priority.18  Accordingly, one would expect that all elements of the ‘947 claims would be 

present in EZ Reader.  Nonetheless, I will analyze the system below.  

1. EZ Reader anticipates claim 26. 

171. Non-interactive electronic message:  The preamble requires that the method 

process a “non-interactive electronic message.”  The ‘947 patent further claims that “[i]t is 

preferred that the electronic messages 11 are E-mail messages.”  (‘947 patent 4:10-11.)  The Rice 

paper discloses that EZ Reader functions on Email: “EZ Reader is an intelligent electronic mail 

(email) that employs a unique combination of rule-based and case-based reasoning.”  (Rice 1507, 

Abstract.)  The EZ Reader Manual confirms that the system that operates on email: “As a new 

piece of mail comes in, EZ Reader retrieves the message and compares it to a library of actual 

customer messages, and categorizes the message.”  (EZ Reader Manual p. 18.)  Thus, EZ Reader 

discloses processing non-interactive electronic messages, specifically email. 

172. Receiving an electronic message:  EZ Reader receives electronic messages, 

specifically email: “The customer sends an email to Chase Manhattan Bank’s Internet address…. 

EZ Reader periodically checks the inbox (a Lotus Notes mail database) for new mail.  When a 

new email arrives in the inbox, EZ Reader retrieves the message.”  (Rice 1509.)  “As a new piece 

of mail comes in, EZ Reader retrieves the message and compares it to a library of actual 

customer messages, and categorizes the message.”  (EZ Reader Manual p. 18.) 

173. Interpreting the electronic message: EZ Reader discloses interpreting the 

electronic message using rule-base and case-base reasoning.  As the Abstract of the Rice article 

discloses, EZ Reader “employs a unique combination of rule-based parsing and case-based 

reasoning to automatically and with a high level of accuracy classify and respond to large 

volumes of incoming email.”  Rice 1509: “EZ Reader retrieves the message and ‘interprets’ it by 

performing rule-based parsing and case-based retrieval.”  EZ Reader uses “question” rules to set 

                                                 
18   The application omits the sections of the EZ Reader User’s Guide that include the 

February 1996 datestamp (EZ Reader User’s Guide 2) and that state that EZ Reader is currently 
in use at Chase (Id. 6). 
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attributes and actions on the message.  (EZ Reader Manual p. 19, 29, 36.)  In the event the RBR 

system does not set an action for the message, EZ Reader uses a CBR system to locate a 

matching case.  (Id. p. 54.)  

174. Retrieving predetermined responses: EZ Reader retrieves predetermined 

responses based on the interpretation of the message.  See Rice 1509: “The outcome of its 

interpretation is one of two possibilities: a) EZ Reader can respond to the email automatically.  

An automatic response, which is routed directly to the ChaseDirect outbox, consists of the 

original email and one or more attachments, or prepared replies, that are retrieved from a Lotus 

Notes repository of standard responses.” 

 
175. See also EZ Reader Manual p. 10.  Accordingly, EZ Reader meets all the 

elements of claim 26. 
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2. EZ Reader anticipates claim 28. 

176. Claim 28 requires classifying the message as automatic and/or requiring human 

assistance, and then retrieving responses if the message has been classified as automatic.  As 

detailed in step 3 and sub-steps 3a and 3b, EZ Reader classifies messages as automatic or 

requiring human assistance.  See also EZ Reader Manual p. 41.  EZ Reader retrieves and uses 

prepared responses if the new case is classified as automatic. (EZ Reader Manual p. 10.)  Thus, 

EZ Reader meets this claim element. 

 
3. EZ Reader anticipates claim 30. 

177. As detailed in Section IV.C.6(b), claim 30 has a number of steps that relate to the 

manner in which the case-base retrieval function operates.  CBR Express includes all of these 

steps. 

178. Step (b1) requires building a case model that includes attributes and message text.  

EZ Reader discloses this limitation: The case-base process is dependent upon rules to derive its 

presented case feature values.  In EZ Reader, rules fire before the case-based reasoning process 

to extract features or characteristics of the email that help distinguish the content of the 

message…. For example, if EZ Reader infers from incoming email text that the sender does not 

want to be telephoned by ChaseDirect, the rule for do-not-call-customer? fires and sets that 

attribute in the case to “Yes.”  (Rice 1512-1513.)  Rice also discloses a “message text” attribute 

which contains the content of the message text.  (Rice 1513.) 

179. Step (b2) requires detecting patterns of text within the message text.  Rice 

discloses processing a new message with “attribute setting” rules to infer case attributes such as 

that the customer does not wish to be called (Rice et al. p. 1513) and “action” rules that can add 

useful information about the message or classify the message without requiring the case-based 

reasoning step (Rice et al. p. 1513, Rice et al. Figure 3 “skip search” block).  These rules are 

implemented using textual pattern matching: 
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180. Step (b3) requires flagging attributes in the case model.  As indicated above, EZ 

Reader does this during its text processing stage.  For instance, matching the textual patterns for 

“foreign-phone” would results in the “foreign-phone” attribute being set.  (Rice 1511.) 

181. Step (b4) requires comparing the attributes of the presented case model with the 

attributes of stored case models. EZ Reader discloses this limitation.  For instance, two cases in 

the case base may differ in that one has the “address?” field flagged.  If an incoming email 

contains an address, the “address?” field will also be triggered in the presented case model.  EZ 

Reader will then detect that one of the stored cases has the “address?” field—just like the 

presented case—and rank that stored case higher.  (Rice 1513.) 

182. Step (b5) requires comparing the message text of the presented case model with 

the message text of the stored case models.  In EZ Reader, message text is simply another 

attribute, which is compared as in step (b4).  (Rice 1512.)  EZ Reader also explicitly discloses 

comparing message text: [s]tandard case-base scoring for the message text of an email (as for all 

text type features” is driven by Art*Enterprise’s default trigram character-matching algorithm.”  

Thus, EZ Reader meets this claim element. 

183. Step (b6) requires computing match scores for each case based on matching 

attributes.  EZ Reader discloses this limitation: “if the value in a feature of the stored email 

matches the value in the corresponding feature of the incoming email, the feature’s match weight 

is add [sic] to the stored email’s score.  If the feature’s value mismatches, the feature’s mismatch 

weight, typically a negative value, is added to the score.”  (Rice 1512.) 
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184. Accordingly, EZ Reader meets all the limitations of claim 30.  Note also that 

these limitations are all implemented by ART*Enterprise: “EZ Reader searches the case-base 

assigning relative scores to each stored case based on the number of features, the mismatch of 

feature values and the absence of features as compared with the presented case using 

customizable case-based reasoning components supplied in the ART*Enterprise tool.”  (Rice 

1512.) 

 
4. EZ Reader anticipates claim 31. 

185. Claim 31 is similar to step (b6) of claim 30, except that it requires predetermine 

match weights and mismatch weights.  As disclosed in step (b6), features within the case base 

have corresponding and predetermined match weights and mismatch weights. 

186. EZ Reader requires that the mismatch-weight be customized to zero.  (Rice 1512.)  

However, claim 31 allows for zero mismatch weights as well, as dependent claim 32 specifically 

requires that the mismatch weight be zero.  Accordingly, EZ Reader meets all the limitations of 

claim 31. 
5. EZ Reader anticipates claim 33. 

187. Claim 33 requires that the match score be normalized by dividing it by the 

maximum possible match score.  The Rice paper discloses that “[s]ince stored cases can contain 

different numbers of features, a presented case’s raw score is normalized by dividing the raw 

score by the maximum possible match score for this case.”  (Rice 1507.)  Thus, EZ Reader meets 

the elements of this claim. 

 
6. EZ Reader anticipates claim 38. 

188. Claim 38 requires that the predetermine response be altered in accordance with 

the interpretation of the message prior to delivery.  The Rice paper discloses that “[i]f a similar 

previous email is found, EZ Reader infers that the response used previously can be used (or 
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adapted) for the incoming email.  (Rice 1512 (emphasis added).)  Thus, EZ Reader discloses this 

limitation. 
 

E. GREBE anticipates claims 26. 

189. As disclosed in section V.B.5, GREBE is a legal reasoning system I designed as 

part of my doctoral dissertation.  GREBE anticipates claim 26 of the ‘947 patent. 

190. Non-interactive electronic message:  The preamble requires that the method 

process a “non-interactive electronic message.”  GREBE operates on a non-interactive electronic 

message, specifically a relational structure containing the fact pattern of the incoming case.  See, 

e.g., GREBE 44.  See also GREBE 118-138 (listing seven hypotheticals uses as input to Grebe.)  

Thus, GREBE meets this claim element. 

191. Receiving an electronic message:  As detailed above, GREBE receives messages 

consisting of case hypotheticals.  Thus, GREBE meets this claim element. 

192. Interpreting the electronic message: GREBE interprets the message using a 

rule-base and case-base knowledge engine: 




